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ABSTRACT  
In the history of adoption research, subjective norm mostly remains as the unloved child, being significant in this analysis 
and not significant in that analysis. Already Davis et al. had to exclude subjective norm of the Technology Acceptance Model 
due to theoretical and measurement problems. Overall the results of subjective norm as an antecedent for behavioral intention 
in IS research are quite mixed up. Within this work we follow the approach of social psychology researchers who 
controversially discuss Fishbein’s subjective norm and provide an alternative to measure social influence and especially 
normative beliefs for individual adoption research. We extend this alternative and suggest a multilayer-framework for 
modeling normative beliefs based on a comprehensive review of the literature on IS, marketing, HR and social psychology.  
Keywords 
Subjective Norm, Normative Beliefs, Social Influence, IT Adoption 
INTRODUCTION 
Despite its theoretical and empirical maturity in other disciplines such as marketing or social psychology, social influence is 
not too well understood in technology adoption research (Malhotra and Galletta, 1999; Venkatesh and Morris, 2000; Lee et 
al., 2006). As a result, there is a range of inconsistent findings regarding the impact of social influence on the intention or 
behavior to use IT. It started with an analysis of social influence in the most frequently used and cited model for technology 
adoption, the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989). The construct subjective norm as 
indicator for social influence based on the Theory of Reasoned Action and the Theory of Planned Behavior (Fishbein and 
Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen, 1985) was not significant in TAM so the authors had to eliminate it (Davis et al., 1989). The outcome of 
subjective norm in IT adoption models remained a little mixed up over the following years. Some studies completely left out 
the construct; others found it insignificant (Mathieson, 1991; Pavlou and Fygenson, 2006). Anyhow Hartwick and Barki 
(1994) as well as Taylor and Todd (1995) found subjective norm significant in their technology adoption models. In recent 
years researchers achieved more significant results for social influence but only with the inclusion of new factors as 
moderators like gender, age or experience (Venkatesh and Morris, 2000; Brown and Venkatesh, 2005). Another approach 
was reforming the classic TAM and TPB (Davis et al., 1989; Ajzen 1985) by, for example, mediating the relationship 
between subjective norm and behavioral intention through perceived usefulness (Lee, Lee and Lee, 2006). The combination 
of subjective norm and a resistance to temptation in a second-order construct yielded significant results as well (Bagozzi, 
Moore and Leone 2004). However, summarizing these findings there is still a distinct lack of knowledge for the concrete 
effect of social influence in individual technology adoption. 
In order to break down this lack of knowledge we go back to the introduction of subjective norm in social psychology 
research within TRA (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). According to the model, an individual’s behavioral intention is determined 
by attitudinal and normative beliefs. Hence subjective norm is ‘a sum of the perceived expectations of specific referent 
individuals and/or groups weighted by the individual's "motivation to comply" with those expectations (Fishbein and Ajzen, 
1975). Nevertheless being one of the most famous theories in social psychology and IS as well as the base for numerous 
research models, Fishbein’s model to predict an individual’s behavioral intention received some criticism by social 
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psychology researchers (Ahtola, 1976; Warshaw, 1980; Miniard and Cohen, 1983; Liska, 1984). Especially the definition of 
subjective norm ‘the person’s perception that most people who are important to him think he should or should not perform 
the behavior in question’ (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) was questioned. The question was whether people really perceive any 
collective "important others" in normal circumstances (Ahtola, 1976). Examples for these referents are individuals as spouse, 
father, mother, employer, best friend, etc. The reviewer controversially discussed that frequently the opinions of these 
referents or groups differ or at least vary in size. Furthermore it should be quite difficult to form these referents to a combined 
group of “important others”. It might be possible to form several different persons in a defined group as in a sports club to a 
collective subjective norm of club members but it seems unlikely that spouse’s opinion would be cognitively combined with 
the club members' opinion to form a generalized opinion of "important others". Generally it is argued by other social 
psychology researchers that something like a generalized subjective norm rarely exists in people's cognitive mind (Ahtola, 
1976; Warshaw, 1980; Miniard and Cohen, 1983).  
Another point controversially discussed is the relationship between attitudes and subjective norms (Liska, 1974; Miniard and 
Cohen, 1983). Liska (1984) argued that a major weakness of the Fishbein/Ajzen model is its ignorance of a causal 
relationship between attitudes and social norms. Fishbein and Ajzen regarded these effects as totally independent. Most 
researchers confirmed this opinion of independent effects nevertheless some research criticized that these effects might be 
independent by definition but not independent by cause as well as statistically interactive (Liska, 1984).    
We share these critical perspectives that a collective subjective norm of “important others” could not sufficiently show and 
measure the effect of social influence on an individual’s behavioral intention. Furthermore we assume that every individual 
has a completely personal perception which individual or group is important. Additionally we believe that an individual’s 
attitude interacts with the subjective norm to proceed a specific behavior. To investigate these assumptions we dig deep into 
literature. Through an extensive review of research outcomes in IS, marketing, HR and social psychology we suggest a 
framework of 22 different normative beliefs.  
Therefore the remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we present the 22 different subjective norms we 
found in several research domains and frame these normative beliefs in our subjective norm research pyramid. Section 3 
concludes the paper with a discussion of the gained results as well as a detailed discussion of potential limitations and 
implications for further research. 
 
THEORY BASED NORMS 
In this section, we summarize all individual subjective norms we found in literature of IS, marketing, HR and social 
psychology that have been used in an empirical model in a peer-reviewed publication. For a better view of the outcomes we 
classified the findings in three different categories. Norms in a private environment include the normative beliefs of the 
individual’s private life. The second category classifies those which influence the individual in his working life. At last we 
describe subjective norms in the individual’s public life.  
Norms in a Private Environment 
Norms in a private environment is the first category for categorizing different subjective norms. The private environment 
contains families’, teachers’ and friends’ social influence. 
Family 
Family is the “group of persons consisting of the parents and their children, whether actually living together or not; in wider 
sense, the unity formed by those who are nearly connected by blood or affinity” (Soanes and Stevenson, 2005). In IS, 
marketing and psychology research family (and relatives) is one common used influence group affecting the subjective norm 
construct. (Glassman and Fitzhenry, 1976; Oliver and Bearden, 1985; Trafimov and Fishbein, 1994; Kraut, Mukhopadhyay, 
Szczypula, Kiesler and Scherlis, 1999; Venkatesh and Brown, 2001; Brown and Venkatesh, 2005; Childers and Rao, 2003; 
Hsieh, Rai, Keil, 2008; Ryan, 1982, Srite and Karahanna, 2006) However, the definition of family has a wide variety. Thus 
for example family can be “a race; a people or group of peoples assumed to be descended from a common stock or a 
brotherhood or group of individuals or nations bound together by political or religious ties” (Soanes and Stevenson, 2005). 
In addition “relatives” are defined as “people who are connected with another or others by blood or affinity” (Soanes and 
Stevenson, 2005) and Hsieh et al. (2008) for example operationalized subjective norm with both terms: family and relatives. 
Thus a different definition of family and its members is necessary for adoption research to ensure that the terms “family” and 
“relatives” are used in the same manner for adoption research and social influence conception.  
 
Eckhardt, Laumer, Weitzel  Reconsidering Subjective Norm 
Proceedings of the Fourteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Toronto, ON, Canada August 14th-17th 2008 3 
Spouses 
The first important group is called spouses. For example Oliver and Bearden (1985) distinguish the social influence of 
family, spouses and friends and highlighted that spouse are an important social influence source. The social influence by 
spouses is defined as the perceived expectation or advices from one’s wife or husband (Glassman and Fitzhenry, 1976; Ryan, 
1982; Trafimov and Fishbein, 1994; Venkatesh and Brown, 2001). 
Parents 
As a second group parents are an important social influence source. Childers and Rao (1992) point out that “parents (…) are 
representative of normative referents who provide the individual norms, attitudes and values through direct interaction” (p. 
199). The social influence by parents is defined as the perceived expectation form one’s father or mother. (Brown and 
Venkatesh 2005, Venkatesh and Brown, 2001, Kraut et al., 1999). In addition a husband or wife can be as well a girl- or 
boyfriend (Trafimow and Fishbein, 2001). 
Children 
Additionally children are an important social influence group as well (Venkatesh and Brown, 2001). For example Ryan 
(1982) argues that children’s opinion have an influence on parents purchase behaviour. The social influence by children is 
defined as the perceived expectation and advice from one’s daughter or son to perform the behaviour of interest especially to 
adopt an IS.  
Relatives 
The social influence by relatives is defined as the perceived expectation from relatives for an individual (Hsieh et al., 2008; 
Srite and Karahanna, 2006, Brown and Venkatesh, 2005). However, as Soanes and Stevenson (2005) point out one has to 
distinguish between the terms relatives and family. Therefore relatives are defined in contrast to family as every persons 
related to an individual by blood or affinity excluding spouses, parents and children. Thus relatives are for example aunts, 
uncles, cousins, grandparents, grandchildren etc. 
Teachers 
Professors, teaching instructors and the school in general belong to the subjective norm of teachers. In IS research the social 
influence of teachers was already used to determine the student’s behavioral intention to illegally copy software (Christensen 
and Eining, 1991), to use a computer resource center (Taylor and Todd, 1995), e-learning tools (Shen, Laffey, Lin, and 
Huang, 2006) or computers in general (Srite and Karahanna, 2006). It could also be found in marketing research about 
consumers’ buying decisions (Childers and Rao, 2003). 
Friends 
Beside family and co-workers/peers friends are one of the major social influence groups. Friends are defined by Soanes and 
Stevenson (2005) as ‘one joined to another in mutual benevolence and intimacy. Not ordinarily applied to lovers or 
relatives’. As the review of literature indicates one has to separate different groups of friends based on the extent of the 
friendship between two individuals: close friends, club members, and classmates.  
Close Friends 
Close friends are those as defined by mutual benevolence and intimacy who are not kinsmen. For example Brown and 
Venkatesh (2005) operationalized subjective norm as the social influence by friends based on Childers and Rao (1992) work. 
Other important studies using friends as a social influence source are Karahanna et al. (1999), Hsieh et al. (2008), Venkatesh 
and Brown (2001), Andreassen and Lanseng (2004), Christensen and Eining (1991), Glassman and Fitzhenry (1976), Oliver 
and Bearden (1985), Trafimov and Fishbein (1994), Bagozzi et al. (2004), Srite and Karahanna (2006). Based on these 
studies the social influence of close friends is defined as the perceived expectation or advice from close friends to adopt a 
specific IS.  
Club Members 
In a private environment an individual can join a club or other organization for individual entertainment, sports activities 
churches etc. Members of those clubs can be close friends but they do not have to. As Andreassen and Lanseng (2004) argues 
those ‘friends’ can have an impact on an individual subjective norm as well. Therefore social influence of club members is 
defined as the perceived expectation or advice from club members.  
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Classmates 
Beside close friends and clubs members Christensen and Eining (1991) introduced classmates in a school context as an 
important social influence group. Classmates are different from close friends thus that close friends can be classmates but 
they do not have to. Therefore it is important to differentiate between close friends and classmates (Shen at al. 2006, Srite and 
Karahanna 2006).  
Norms in a work environment  
Subjective Norm in a work environment can be related to a few individual persons like the management, internal groups like 
superiors, subordinates, peers, team members or community members and external groups as customers, suppliers and 
competitors is important (Zhu et al. 2006). On organizational level trading partner influence is important to reduce the 
perceived risk of a potential IS investment or adoption decision (Frambach and Schillewaert 2002). For example in highly 
competitive markets adoption or non-adoption may result in competitive (dis-)advantage (Robertson and Gatignon 1986). 
Therefore the social influence of work environment is discussed as follows.  
Customer 
Zhu et al. (2006) defined the trading community influence of a company as “the extent to which a firm’s customers, suppliers 
and other vertical partners in the trading community are willing to use or support” an IS adoption. For Frambach and 
Schillewaert (2002) peers are superiors, customers and colleagues. Kamal (2006) described “external forces as the impact 
that external associations exercise on an organization”. Based on these definitions we define customer influence as the 
perceived expectation from customers for an individual or organization to adopt an IS.  
Supplier 
Based on Zhu, Kraemer, Gurbaxani and Xu (2006) and Kamal (2006) (for detailed explanation see sub-section Customer) 
supplier influence is defined as the perceived expectation form suppliers for an individual or organization. For example 
Frambach and Schillewaert (2002) analyzed the supplier marketing activity and supplier communication strategy as an effect 
potential adopters’ propensity to adoption.  
Competitors 
As Robertson and Gatignon (1986) argued adoption or non-adoption in a highly competitive market has an impact on one’s 
market position. Positive effects between industry competitiveness and adoption have been found for both high levels of 
industry concentration and low levels (Kamien and Schwartz, 1982). Furthermore Gatignon and Robertson (1989) found that 
higher levels of competition have an impact on innovation adoption. Therefore competitors influence is defined as the 
individual perceived expectation that (not) performing the behavior of interest will effect an organizations market position 
(Zhu et al. 2006; Perkins and Rao 1990; Frambach and Schillewaert 2001; Kamal 2006).  
Superiors 
This subjective norm includes all direct superiors and supervisors till the mid-management level. It was mainly used in IS 
research, for example to measure the social influence of superiors on the individual’s adoption of microcomputers (Igbaria, 
Parasuraman and Baroudi, 1996) and the windows system software (Karahanna, Straub and Chervany, 1999) as well as few 
further approaches (Mathieson, 1991; Hartwick and Barki, 1994; Taylor and Todd 1995; Lewis, Agarwal and Sambamurthy, 
2003). Leonard-Barton and Deschamps (1988) form this subjective norm as “perceived management support” for technology 
adoption while Schmitz and Fulk (1991) use it as antecedent of media richness within their research about the media richness 
of electronic mail. Furthermore it was included for the social influence of supervisors on the employee’s learning process of a 
new technology (Loraas and Wolfe, 2006). In spite of that we also found the subjective norm of superiors as part influence of 
the social network in the adoption of innovations (Frambach and Schillewaert, 2001) as well as in HR in the acquisition of 
military workforce (Schmidt 2000). 
Subordinates 
In contrast to the subjective norm of superiors the social influence of subordinates on behavioral intention is just rarely 
investigated. We define these subordinates as a group belonging to an inferior rank, grade, class, or order, and hence 
dependent upon the authority or power of another in the organizational context (Soanes and Stevenson, 2005). This norm was 
used in adoption research to determine an individual’s intention to use a system (Hartwick and Barki, 1994) or 
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microcomputers (Igbaria et al., 1996). Hill, Mann and Wearing, (1996) also integrated the subjective norm of subordinates in 
organization research to discover the influence factors for the adoption of benchmarking in a company.  
Management 
Including senior management, company’s board as well as the individual’s boss and the whole company (Christensen and 
Eining, 1991) this subjective norm represents the social influence of the highest hierarchy level in the individual’s job 
environment. Thompson, Higgins and Howell (1991) introduced the subjective norm on top-management level at first as they 
observed the adoption of PCs in an organizational context as well as Lucas and Spitler (1999). In the comparison of cross-
sectional pre- and post-adoption beliefs the normative social influence of the senior management was also part of the research 
model (Karahanna et al., 1999). It could also be found in the adoption of websites in university teaching (Lewis et al., 2003) 
and within the management literature about benchmarking (Hill et al., 1996) and recruiting (Schmidt, 2000). 
Peers 
We define peers as coworkers or colleagues from the same or different work unit (Jasperson, Carter and Zmud, 2005) and all 
other employees on the same hierarchy level respectively. Peers’ influence has been shown to be one of the most 
implemented and strongest determinants of subjective norm alongside superiors’ influence (Mathieson, 1991; Taylor and 
Todd, 1995; Venkatesh and Morris, 2000). Already in 1976 Schewe tried to investigate system usage in the organizational 
context with an attitude towards the behavior determined by the beliefs of co-workers (Schewe, 1976). Hartwick and Barki 
(1994) used the social influence of peers as an important antecedent for the post-implementation intention to use, while Fulk 
(1993) measured the influence of peers and team members on technology adoption in a network context. The subjective norm 
of peers was also used to explain the behavioral intention to adopt microcomputers (Igbaria et al., 1996), windows 
(Karahanna et al., 1999), workstations and regular PC’s (Lucas and Spitler, 1999; Thompson et al., 1991) as well as many 
other application in different contexts (Schmidt, 2000; Frambach and Schillewaert, 2001;Loraas and Wolfe, 2006; Hsieh et 
al. 2008). In addition the normative belief of department faculty colleagues was observed on the intention to use web sites for 
teaching in the university context (Lewis et al., 2003). Besides the organizational context only Brown and Venkatesh (2005) 
used the subjective norm of peers to determine an individual’s intention to use IT in a household context. 
Team Members 
The subjective norm for team members includes all participants of work groups who are associated in some joint action. Just 
a few researches investigated the effect of group norms on actual behavior. Fulk (1993) found out that intention and behavior 
were consistently stronger when individuals were highly attracted to their work groups. Another finding showed that 
subjective norm measured after group interaction could influence behavior directly due to a previously ill-formed intention 
(Sapp, Harrod and Zhao, 1994). One of the first approaches of group resistance to IS implementation underlined the 
importance of team members’ subjective norm on the decision making process in multilevel models (Lapointe and Rivard, 
2007). 
IT Staff 
Containing all opinions and influences of internal IT experts this norm also includes the whole IT department within an 
organization. In his early study about the use of management information systems Schewe (1976) integrated the perceived 
support and influence IT personnel as a normative belief for an individual’s attitude. Further studies showed that the IT 
department’s subjective norm could also be an important determinant for the intention to adopt windows as system software 
(Karahanna et al. 1999).  
Experts and Consultants 
The normative belief for experts and consultants includes all individuals in- or outside the company who do not belong to the 
IT department. These experts could be managerial consultants or miscellaneous self-styled experts. We found this subjective 
norm for technology adoption (Karahanna et al., 1999), managerial decision making (Hill et al., 1996) as well as Army 
personnel acquisition (Schmidt, 2000). 
Community Members 
Community members could be defined as peers outside the company with whom the individual interacts on a formal basis 
about the related topic. For example in research this could be people in the same academic discipline but not in the same 
institution (e.g. university or laboratory). So far only less is known about their social influence on behavioral decision 
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making. First approaches could be seen for the adoption of web sites for teaching in the universities (Lewis et al., 2003) as 
well as the adoption of IT innovations in the organizational context (Kamal, 2006). 
Norms in a Public Environment  
Beside work and private environment public environment is the third dimension to categorize subjective norms. In the public 
environment the government (e.g. Lynne et al., 1995), legal issues (e.g. Schmidt, 2000) and other public institutions such as 
priests (e.g. Glassman and Fitzhenry, 1976) and doctors (e.g. Ryan, 1992) are important sources for social influence.  
Government and Legal Issues 
Some researchers provide explanations that government institutions are a source of social influence especially in the context 
of governmental information systems such as E-File. However, only a few studies have examined governmental influence on 
adoption decisions and no-significance for governmental influence was analyzed as well (Hsieh et al., 2008). Nonetheless 
government influence can be important for individual and organizational adoption decisions (Kamal, 2006). Furthermore 
some governments’ acts can dictate the (no-) adoption of a specific IS. Therefore governmental influence is defined as the 
perceived expectation and regulations from government institutions for individuals and organizations (Hsieh et al., 2008; 
Kamal, 2006; Schmidt, 2000).  
Priests 
Priests are another source of public social influence (Glassman and Fitzhenry, 1976; Trafimov and Fishbein, 1994). If priests 
advices their believers (not) to perform a specific behavior they influence the individual adoption decision. Therefore priest 
influence is defined as the individual perceived expectation and regulations.  
Doctors 
Consumer research shows that doctors are an important social influence group (Oliver and Bearden, 1985). For example for 
the decision weather to use a specific medicine or to perform a specific behavior related to health doctors may have an 
important influence (e.g. Ryan, 1982). In an IS context doctors (especially eye specialists) can advice an individual not to use 
a computer. Thus doctors’ influence is defined as the perceived expectation and advices from doctors for individuals to 
perform a specific behavior (Glassman and Fitzhenry, 1976; Trafimov and Fishbein, 1994).  
Theoretical Framework 
As outlined in the previous section there is a great variety of diverse subjective norms in the history of research respecting the 
determination of behavioral intention. Figure 1 visualizes the variety of normative beliefs in the three dimensions.  
Figure 1: Theoretical Framework 
Eckhardt, Laumer, Weitzel  Reconsidering Subjective Norm 
Proceedings of the Fourteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Toronto, ON, Canada August 14th-17th 2008 7 
DISCUSSION AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
IS research is always cross-fertilized by controversial discussions and reviews about the achieved results. We aim to 
contribute to this discussion as several researchers claimed (Fulk, 1993; Malhotra and Galletta, 1999; Venkatesh and Morris, 
2000) and propose a multilayer-framework for subjective norm contain 22 diverse normative beliefs. All obtained norms are 
well founded in the literature of IS, marketing, HR and social psychology and could be formed into research models in all the 
specific domains mentioned. Overlooking the results we could see that especially four subjective norms are predominately 
used to model social influence. Research regarding behavioral intention in a private environment like IT adoption in a 
household context uses in majority friends and parents as subjective norm to model social influence. In a working 
environment like IT adoption in an organizational context subjective norms of superiors and peers are implemented most 
often. The great variety of significant (Hartwick and Barki, 1994; Taylor and Todd, 1995; Venkatesh and Morris, 2000) and 
insignificant results (Davis et al., 1989; Mathieson, 1991; Pavlou and Fygenson, 2006; Hsieh et al., 2008) for subjective norm 
in IS research led us to the assumption that the social influence of “important others” (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) might not 
be appropriate enough to determine the social influence on behavioral intention in an individuals’ perception (Ahtola, 1976; 
Warshaw, 1980). Furthermore we assume that every individual belongs to an individual subjective norm which influences his 
behavior. As a result of this we expect interesting results from future research on the differential impact of subjective norm(s) 
on adoption behavior contingent on subjective norm types and probably also adoption context characteristics. Another avenue 
to explore are possible interrelations between subjective norms on identical and different layers of the proposed framework. 
Most likely, using insights from social network analysis and network topology research and related areas of thought will offer 
instructive ideas on how to understand and model social influence spill-overs among and between layers. Also, as we have 
seen that most adoption research concentrated on subjective norms in a private or working environment so we suggest an 
increased inclusion of subjective norms in a public environment (see e.g. Hsieh et al., 2008).  
 
REFERENCES 
1. Ahtola, O.T. (1976) Toward a Vector Model of Intentions, in Advances in Consumer Research, 3, Anderson, Arbor. MI: 
Association for Consumer Research. 48 1-484. 
2. Ajzen, I. (1985) From Intentions to Actions: A Theory of Planned Behavior, in Action Control: From Cognition to 
Behavior, Kuhi and Beckmann, Springer Verlag, New York, 11-39. 
3. Andreassen, T.W. and Lanseng, E. (2004) The Impact of Image Congruence and Social Norm on Employer Preference, 
Norwegian School of Management, 1-27. 
4. Bagozzi, R.P., Moore, D.J. and Leone, L. (2004) Self-Control and the Self-Regulation of Dieting Decisions: The Role of 
Prefactual Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Resistance to Temptation, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 26(2&3). 
199-213 
5. Brown, S., and Venkatesh, V. (2005) Model of Adoption of Technology in Households: A Baseline Model Test and 
Extension Incorporating Household Life Cycle, MIS Quarterly (29:3), 399-426. 
6. Childers, T. L., and Rao, A. R. (1992) The Influence of Familial and Peer-Based Reference Groups on Consumer 
Decisions, Journal of Consumer Research (19:2), 198-211. 
7. Christensen, A.L., and Eining, M.M. (1991) Factors Influencing Software Piracy: Implications for Accountants, Journal 
of Information Systems, 67-80. 
8. Davis, F. D. (1989) Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use and User Acceptance of Information Technology,” MIS 
Quarterly (13:3), 319-340. 
9. Davis, F.D., Bagozzi, R.P., and Warshaw, P.R. (1989) User Acceptance of Computer Technology: A Comparison of 
Two Theoretical Models, Management Science, 35, 8, 982-1003. 
10. Fishbein, M., and Ajzen, I. (1975) Belief attitude, intention, and behavior: An introduction to theory and research. 
Reading. MA: Addison-Wesley. 
11. Frambach, R.T., and Schillewaert, N. (2002) Organizational innovation adoption A multi-level framework of 
determinants and opportunities for future research, Journal of Business Research, 55, 163– 176. 
12. Fulk, J. (1993) Social Construction of Communication Technology, Academy of Management Journal (36:5), 921-950. 
13. Gatignon, H. and Robertson, T.S. (1989) Technology diffusion: an empirical test of competitive effects, Journal of 
Marketing, 10, 35-49. 
Eckhardt, Laumer, Weitzel  Reconsidering Subjective Norm 
Proceedings of the Fourteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Toronto, ON, Canada August 14th-17th 2008 8 
14. Glassman, M., and Fitzhenry, N. (1976) Fishbein’s Subjective Norm: Theoretical Considerations and Empirical 
Evidence, Advances in Consumer Research, 477-480. 
15. Hartwick, J., and Barki, H. (1994) Explaining the Role of User Participation in Information System Use, Management 
Science, 40, 4, 440-465. 
16. Hill, M., Mann, L. and Wearing, A. (1996) The Effects of Attitude, Subjective Norm and Self-Efficacy on Intention to 
Benchmark: A Comparison between Managers with Experience and No Experience in Benchmarking, Journal of 
Organization Behavior, 17, 4, 313-327. 
17. Hsieh, J.J.P.-A., Rai, A. and Keil, M. (2008) Understanding Digital Inequality: Comparing Continued Use Behavioral 
Models of the Socio-Economically Advantaged and Disadvantaged, MIS Quarterly, 32, 1, 97 -126. 
18. Igbaria, M., Parasuraman, S., and Baroudi, J.J. (1996) A Motivational Model of Microcomputer Usage, Journal of 
Management Information Systems, 13, 1, 127-143. 
19. Jasperson, J., Carter, P.E. and Zmud, R.W. (2005) A Comprehensive Conceptualization of  Post-Adoptive Behaviors  
Associated With Information Technology Enabled Work Systems, MIS Quarterly, 29, 3, 525 -557. 
20. Kamal, M.M. (2006) IT innovation adoption in the government sector: identifying the critical success factors, Journal of 
Enterprise Information Management, 19, 2, 192-222. 
21. Kamien, M.I. and Schwartz, N.L. (1982) Market structure and innovation, Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press 
22. Karahanna, E., Straub, D.W., and Chervany, N.L. (1999) Information Technology Adoption across Time: A Cross-
sectional Comparison of Preadoption and Post-adoption Beliefs,” MIS Quarterly, 23, 2, 183-213. 
23. Kraut, R. E., Mukhopadhyay, T., Szczypula, J., Kiesler, S., and Scherlis, W. (1999) Information and Communication: 
Alternative Uses of the Internet in Households, Information Systems Research (10:4), 287-303. 
24. Lapointe, L. and Rivard, S. (2005) A Multilevel Model of Resistance to Information Technology Implementation, MIS 
Quarterly, Vol.29 No.3/September, 461 -486. 
25. Lapointe, L. and Rivard, S. (2007) A Triple Take on Information System Implementation, Organization Science, 18, 1, 
89–107. 
26. Lee, Y., Lee, J. and Lee, Z. (2006) Social Influence on Technology Acceptance Behavior: Self-Identity Theory 
Perspective, The DATA BASE for Advances in Information Systems, 37, 2&3, 60-75. 
27. Leonard-Barton, D., and Deschamps, I. (1988) Managerial Influence in the Implementation of New Technology, 
Management Science (34:10), 1252-1265. 
28. Lewis, W., Agarwal, R. and Sambamurthy, V. (2003) Sources of influence on beliefs about information technology use: 
an empirical study of knowledge workers, MIS Quarterly, 27, 4, 657-678. 
29. Liska, A.E. (1974) Emergent Issues in the Attitude-Behavior Consistency Controversy, American Sociological Review,
39, 61–72. 
30. Liska, A.E. (1984) Contact Hypothesis and Inter-Age Attitudes: A Field Study of Cross-Age Contact, Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 47, 1, 74–80. 
31. Loraas, T., and Wolfe C.J. (2006) Why Wait? Modeling Factors that Influence the Decision of When to Learn a New 
Use of Technology, Journal of Information Systems, 20, 2, 1–23. 
32. Lucas, H.C. and Spitler, V.K. (1999) Technology Use and Performance: A Field Study of Broker Workstations, Decision 
Science, 30, 2, 291-331. 
33. Lynne, G.D., Casey, C.F., Hodges, A., and Rahmani, M. (1995) Conversation Technology Adoption Decisions and the 
Theory of Planned Behavior, Journal of Economic Psychology, 16, 4, 581-598. 
34. Malhotra, Y., and Galletta, D.F. (1999) Extending the technology acceptance model to account for social influence 
theoretical bases and empirical validation, in Proceedings of the HICSS-32. 
35. Mathieson, K. (1991) Predicting User Intentions: Comparing the Technology Acceptance Model with the Theory of 
Planned Behavior,” Information Systems Research, 2, 3, 173-191. 
36. Miniard, P.W. and Cohen, J.B. (1983) "Modeling Personal and Normative Influences on Behavior," Journal of 
Consumer Research, 10, 169- 180. 
37. Oliver, R.L., and Bearden, W.O. (1985) Crossover Effects in the Theory of Reasoned Action: A Moderating Influence 
Attempt, Journal of Consumer Research, 12, 3, 324-340. 
Eckhardt, Laumer, Weitzel  Reconsidering Subjective Norm 
Proceedings of the Fourteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Toronto, ON, Canada August 14th-17th 2008 9 
38. Pavlou, P. A., and Fygenson, M. (2006) Understanding and Predicting Electronic Commerce Adoption: An Extension of 
the Theory of Planned Behavior, MIS Quarterly (30:1), 115-143. 
39. Perkins, W.S., and Rao, R.C. (1990) The Role of Experience in Information Use and Decision Making by Marketing 
Managers, Journal of' Marketing Research, 17, 153- 172. 
40. Robertson, T.S. and Gatignon, H. (1986) Competitive effects on technology diffusion, Journal of Marketing, 50, 1-12.  
41. Rogers, E.M. (1995) Diffusion of Innovations (4th ed.), The Free Press, New York. 
42. Ryan, M.J. (1982) Behavioral Intention Formation: The Interdependency of Attitudinal and Social Influence Variables, 
Journal of' Consumer Research, 9, 263-278. 
43. Sapp, S.G., Harrod, W.J., and Zhao, L. (1994) Socially Constructed Subjective Norms And Subjective Norm-Behavior 
Consistency, Social Behavior & Personality, 22, 1, 31-40. 
44. Schewe, C.D. (1976) The Management Information System User: An Exploratory Behavioral Analysis, Academy of 
Management Journal (19:4), 577-590. 
45. Schmidt, C.P. (2000) Understanding Subjective Norms within the Acquisition Work Force, Changing Bureaucratic 
Behavior: Acquisition Reform in the U.S. Army, 8, 51-56. 
46. Schmitz J., and Fulk, J. (1991) Organizational Colleagues, Media Richness, and Electronic Mail: A Test of the Social 
Influence Model of Technology Use, Communication Research, 18, 487-523. 
47. Shen, D., Laffey, J., Lin, Y., and Huang, X. (2006) Social Influence for Perceived Usefulness and Ease-of-Use of Course 
Delivery Systems, Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 5, 3, 270-282. 
48. Srite, M. and Karahanna, E. (2006) The Role of Espoused National Cultural Values in Technology Acceptance, MIS 
Quarterly, 30, 3, 679-704. 
49. Soanes, C. and Stevenson, A. (2005) Oxford Dictionary of English (Dictionary), Oxford University Press; 2nd edition., 
revised 
50. Taylor, S.P., and Todd, P.A. (1995a) Assessing IT Usage: The Role of Prior Experience, MIS Quarterly (19:4), 561-570. 
51. Taylor, S.P. and Todd, P.A. (1995b) Understanding Information Technology Usage: A Test of Competing Models,
Information Systems Research, 6, 144-176. 
52. Thompson, R.L., Higgins, C.A., and Howell, J.M. (1991) Personal Computing: Toward a Conceptual Model of 
Utilization,” MIS Quarterly (15:1), 125-143. 
53. Trafimov, D., and Fishbein, M. (1994) The Moderating Effect of Behavior Type on the Subjective Norm-Behavior 
Relationship, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 134(6), 755-763. 
54. Venkatesh, V., and Brown, S. (2001) A Longitudinal Investigation of Personal Computers in Home: Adoption 
Determinants and Emerging Challenges, MIS Quarterly, 25, 1, 71-102. 
55. Venkatesh, V., and Morris, M.G. (2000) Why Don’t Men Ever Stop to Ask for Directions? Gender, Social Influence, and 
Their Role in Technology Acceptance and User Behavior, MIS Quarterly, 24, 115 -139. 
56. Warshaw, P.R. (1980) A New Model for Predicting Behavioral Intentions: An Alternative to Fishbein, Journal of' 
Marketing Research, 17, 153- 172. 
57. Zhu, K., Kraemer, K.L., Gurbaxani, V. and Xu, S.X. (2006) Migration to Open-Standard Interorganizational Systems: 
Network Effects, Switching Costs and Path Dependency, MIS Quarterly, 30, 515-539. 
